Suriname's membership of CARICOM with its civil law system exemplifies the diversity of the Community which over time may, at some future date include Cuba;
prophetically the complexities which may arise will test the capabilities of the Court to deal with such a diversity of legal systems. Suriname's Court of Justice at present remains its court of last resort.
AGREEMENT ESTABLISHING THE COURT
The existence of a regional court, specifically with an appellate jurisdiction, is Region by uniting them in one judicial system -the long-sought need for a final appellate court to replace the Privy Council, a respected tribunal of colonial memory, and the establishment of an international court to ensure effective implementation of the Treaty.
In the exercise of its appellate jurisdiction the Court is a superior court of record with such jurisdiction and powers as are conferred on it by the Agreement. (f) such other cases as may be prescribed by any law of the Contracting Party. Subject to the above, an appeal also lies to the Court with special leave of the Court in any civil or criminal matter. Apart from appeals to the Court as of right an appeal can be brought with leave from the court of appeal of a Contracting Party in final decisions in any civil proceedings where, in the opinion of the court of appeal, the question involved in the appeal is one of great general or public importance or otherwise 8 Article XXV ought to be submitted to the Court; also, in other cases as may be prescribed by any law of the Contracting Party.
What is more than passing strange in relation to the appellate jurisdiction is that although the Agreement was signed by nearly all of the Member States of the Community, only two of those States (Barbados and Guyana) have enacted the required domestic legislation to accord access to the Court by their nationals. Since its inauguration these two States have been utilising the Court to its fullest. The inhibiting factor in relation to the other States is the requirement in some constitutions for a referendum to de-link from the English Privy Council and hesitancy in having this done or the need for involvement of opposition political parties in enacting relevant legislation, but which in some instances is not forthcoming at present. One can only hope that over time these hurdles will be surmounted, and all of the Member States will make the appellate jurisdiction accessible to their nationals. If circumstances arise after a judgment of the Court has been handed down and which may adversely affect the parties, a request for the judgment to be revised can be made. Such a request may be considered by the Court if an application is made within six months of the discovery of a fact which was not known at the date of the judgment and which may have been a decisive factor provided such an application is made not more than five years from the date of judgment. As mentioned earlier several other issues arose which time does not permit to mention, but with regard to the effect of unincorporated international treaties on a condemned person's right to the protection of the law, the Court held that the respondents had a legitimate expectation that they would be allowed a reasonable time within which to complete the process initiated by petitioning the Inter American Commission on Human Rights, and for the State to attempt to execute them before that process was completed was a denial of their right to the protection of the law. Legitimate expectation, simpliciter, was expressed to be procedural, and vulnerable to frustration by a change of official conduct according to one of the judges who posited that international acts by the Executive must be accompanied by "treaty-compliant" conduct on the municipal plane in dualist jurisdictions in order to engender such an expectation to which municipal courts may accord protection. The conduct in this case regarded as being compliant with the treaty was the Barbados Government's stated position that it was its practice to permit condemned persons an opportunity to have petitions to international human rights bodies processed before execution of their sentences in keeping with its commitment to honour its international obligations. This was the main factor giving rise to a legitimate expectation, and one queries whether, absent such conduct, an unincorporated treaty ratified by the Executive on the international plane can provide an effective remedy for a national on the domestic plane.
What makes this issue in the judgment interesting is the judgment of one of the judges from a civil law jurisdiction with its monist approach to the incorporation of international treaties into domestic law. He opined that the strongest concept underlying the doctrine of unenforceability of ratified treaties was the separation of powers, and proceedings which involve a question as to the interpretation of the Constitution. The preliminary issue which fell to be determined was whether the Crown can appeal as of right to the Court by virtue of Section 6(c). This arose in circumstances where an accused was convicted of murder and sentenced to death. On appeal to the court of appeal the conviction was quashed and a new trial ordered on the ground that prejudicial material had been introduced in the presence of the jury and this rendered the trial unfair.
The Crown through the Director of Public Prosecutions submitted that the court of appeal's conclusion was based on an erroneous interpretation of the "fair hearing"
provision in the Constitution of Barbados which is the usual provision found in all constitutions based on the Westminster model -a fair hearing within a reasonable time by an independent and impartial court, and for this reason the Crown had an appeal as of right to the Court.
All of the judges of the Court agreed that the right of appeal created by Section 6(c) of the Caribbean Court of Justice Act of Barbados is available to the Crown provided that the case involves a question concerning the interpretation of the Constitution, and the question whether in this case the accused received a fair hearing was a question not of interpretation of the relevant section of the Constitution, but of the application of it to the facts, and accordingly the Crown was not entitled in this case to appeal as of right to the Court. The appeal was dismissed, but the order for a retrial was left intact.
One of the judges delivered a judgment on the susceptibility of the term "fair hearing" to judicial interpretation, which has the effect of enhancing the rich pool of judicial opinions available from the Court. The appellant alleged in his pleadings that the vendor and the purchaser had conspired to defraud him of the property, but gave no particulars of the alleged fraud and the allegation was later withdrawn. However, he sought to persuade the court that he acquired an equitable interest in the land. The trial judge held that equitable interests in immovable property are not recognized in Guyana, and refused the order for specific performance as well as the claim for the revocation of the purchaser's title.
An appeal to the Court of Appeal of Guyana was dismissed. In an appeal to the Caribbean Court of Justice the main issue concerned the ongoing debate of whether equitable interests in land in Guyana are recognized or can be acquired having regard to the development of the law of immovable property in Guyana inherited from the Roman Dutch system, particularly in relation to a purchaser who is put in possession under an agreement of sale. The majority view reflected in Guyanese cases and the independent analysis of the Court indicate an acceptance of the conclusion that equitable interests in land are not recognized in Guyana although statutory provisions permit the application of equitable remedies. Accordingly the appellant acquired no equitable interest in the land purchased from his sister. He, however, was entitled to seek from her an order for specific performance of the agreement of sale which in fact he sought, but only after she had passed title to the other purchaser who acquired an indefeasible title subject only to a possibility of it being declared void for fraud which was abandoned at the hearing of the action in the lower court.
In relation to the grant of leave to appeal as a poor person the case of Elizabeth Ross v Coreen Sinclair 34 exemplifies the Court's efforts to afford access to justice by all. Leave to appeal as a poor person had been refused by the Court of Appeal of Guyana, and the applicant was ordered to lodge security for costs in the sum of $100,000G within ninety (90) days failing which the appeal would stand dismissed. She sought leave from the CCJ to appeal as a poor person being blind and virtually penniless.
The case involved ownership of a condominium in which she had resided for several years as a tenant of a deceased resident, but owned by a housing authority. The as being "to enable the Court to deal with cases fairly and expeditiously so as to ensure a just result." The reasoning was that the fact that the Rules conferred on the court of appeal the power to grant leave to appeal as a poor person, does not mean that a refusal of such leave disables the Court, if it considers that the interest of justice so requires, from making an order of its own granting such leave, particularly if the appeal is considered to have merit.
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As stated earlier two cases have been filed recently in the original jurisdiction, and are in the process of hearing. It is hoped that now that the ice has been broken there will be a steady flow particularly from natural and juridical persons within the Region. 35 The full texts of all of the judgments can be accessed by visiting the Court's website at www.caribbeancourtofjustice.org Criteria for appointment as a judge of the Court laid down in the Agreement include judicial experience for a period of not less than five years in a common law or civil law jurisdiction or engagement in the practice or teaching of law for a period of not less than fifteen years. Regard will also be had to high moral character, intellectual and analytical ability, sound judgment, integrity and understanding of people and society.
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38 The footnote to this was that a notable exception is the Caribbean Court of Justice; whether or not governments put forward suggestions for candidates, it should be noted that the CCJ has recently accepted applications from all interested parties regardless of origin. 39 Article IV 40 Article IV (6) 41 Article IV(II)
With such criteria the judges of Court will be assessed ultimately by the quality of the judgments emanating from the Court.
(b) Tenure of Office of the Judges
The majority of judges serving on international courts do so for specified term limits, seven or nine years, and because they are elected they can be re-elected for a further specified term. In relation to the Court the Agreement provides for length of tenure tied to the attainment of a fixed age of retirement rather than a term limit. The With regard to removal of a judge from office, this can only be achieved by inability to perform the functions of the office, whether due to illness or for misbehaviour, with a procedure for such removal being invoked by the RJLSC.
45
Accountability of the holders of judicial office is essential in inspiring public confidence, and in this regard self-regulation of judicial conduct must be a priority. To ensure this a code of judicial conduct has been formulated. This arrangement for financing an international court has been commended by experts knowledgeable about the operations of international courts. It is certainly a novel arrangement, and again another feature of the Court's uniqueness.
POTENTIAL ISSUES FOR THE COURT'S DETERMINATION
With the birth of the CSME in 2001 the Court in its original jurisdiction was regarded as being essential for its successful operation. To date only the "Single Market" aspect has been implemented with the "Economy" being deferred to some opportune future date. 
